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THOUGHTS ON EVALUATION IN HIGHER EDUCATION

The title of this talk is a reminder that national and international events often
have repercussions on the campus. Owing to a Ping-Pong game, the People's
Republic of China and the Thoughts of Chairman Mao have come into our
consciousness. I was in the midst of preparing a well-structured coherent
speech when 1 realized that a new style of communication may become
common, the style of Mao's Thoughts, and that perhaps I could contribute a
little bit to our readiness for this mode by trying to emulate it. My thoughts,
like those of the Chinese, may appear disconnected, underdeveloped,
ambiguous, possibly contradictory, and more or less inscrutable. But of
course, like the Chinese thoughts, there just may be some underlying
significance to them.

Thoughts on the New Direction for Evaluation

In education, during the past 30 years or so, evaluation has been primarily
associated with measurement, achievement testing, pupil progress, instruc-
tional methods and curriculum. Educational testing and educational research
have provided the instruments and the models for the evaluation of
educational programs. Some of the most distinguished of these instruments
and models have been developed by men associated with The University of
lowaE. F. Lindquist, Robert Ebel, and William Coffman.

More recently, however, there has been an increased concern about the
effectiveness of large scale social action enterprises. So now we see efforts to
evaluate a SChool system, a nationwide head start program, hospitals, welfare,
mental health programs, transportation systems, higher education in the
United States, and other complex phenomena.

If we take on these larger problems, then clearly the new direction for
evaluation in education is toward finding ways of dealing with matters that
are not just educational, that have broad social consequences, and that are
characterized by complex interactions and often by conflicting objectives and
values.

Thoughts on a Concept of Evaluation for Dealing with Complex Phenomena

If educational evaluators are to deal effectively with large problemssuch as
the effectiveness of a total institution, of a class of institutions, or of higher
education in the United Statesthen they need a concept of evaluation that is
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both more comprehensive and more flexible than the familiar experimental
model. For this level of complexity and reality, the evaluator must ask
different questions, proceed in a different style, and have a new view of his
role and purpose.

The central question is not "What are the objectives?" The central question
is "What are the consequences?" If one should ask himself the question
"What are the objectives of the United States in Vietnam?" no doubt some
answers would come to mind. But if instead one asked himself the question
"What are the consequences of the war in Vietnam?" a much greater range of
inquiry immediately would be suggested and required. It seems obvious that
the range of one's inquiry is guided by the questions one asks. "Objectives"
are a subheading under "consequences." Of course, one hopes that among the
consequences are some which are intended as objectives, but looking at the
extent to which objectives are achieved will not answer the larger question
about consequences. Therefore, the first requirement for a new model of
evaluation is to begin with the question "What are the consequences?"

The second necessary element in a new model is one which relates to the
appropriate style of inquiry. An apt term for this is "exploration."
Traditionally, the style of inquiry has been characterized by the words
"control" and "focus." Exploration is a freer styleone which encourages
hunches, is uncommitted, and seeks discovery. If the program one hopes to
evaluate is continually changing in methods, materials, personnel, and
subjects, this does not mean that it cannot be evaluated. On the contrary, one
may discover that programs that are being modified continually are more
effective than programs that remain relatively static. The spirit of the
evaluator should be adventurous. If only that which could be controlled or
focused were evaluated, then a great many important educational and social
developments would never be evaluatedat least not by "evaluators"; and
that would be a pity. To suggest that the style of the controlled experiment
needs to be repcd by an exploratory style does not mean that one's
approach should be any less careful or rigorous. Exploration involves
searching, probing, and testing alternatives and interactions. It can be
toughminded and theory-based. But the word exploration also connotes a
freedom to look around, to seek new measures and methods, and to value
ingenuity and curiosity.

The third element for a revised concept of evaluation is a new view of the role
of the evaluator and the purpose of evaluation. Historically, many people
have seen evaluation as an instrument of reform. The reason for evaluating
any present activity or program was to improve it. As a result of this view,
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the parties to the activity or program had to be involved in its evaluation
because their very involvement would increase the likelihood that they would
be willing to change in the light of the findings. Thus, the process of carrying
out an evaluationgroup .participation and cooperationwas directly related
to achieving the purpose of evaluation, namely, change and improvement.
I mplicitly, the role of the evaluator was in some respects the role of
missionary and reformer. Another common view is that the purpose of
evaluation is to give feedback to the decision makers (presumably teachers
and administrators). In this case the role of the evaluator is that of a kind of
staff officer to the practitioner. Neither of these views seems quite
appropriate for evaluations that deal with large, complex social or educational
programs such as higher education in the United States. A more appropriate
concept of evaluation would define the role of the evaluator as that of a
social scientist and the purpose of evaluation as that of providing more
complex bases for informed judgment. When asked about the relationship
between social scientists and administrators, Harold Lasswell is reported to
have said that the role of the social scientist is to complicate the tasks of the
decision makers. The evaluator, as a social scientist, should play this role.

A concept of evaluation appropriate for the study of large and complex
institutions can be summarized briefly as follows:

1. It begins with the central question "What are the consequences?" rather
than with the more limiting question "What are the objectives?"

2. Its style of inquiry is more aptly characterized by the word "ewloration"
than by the words "control" and "focus."

3. It sees the role of the evaluator as that of a social scientist rather than that
of a teacher, missionary, reformer, or staff officer to the practitioners.

4. Its purpose is to provide more complex bases for informed judgment.

In passing, I mentioned the words "decision" and "decision maker." There is
a strong move today to relate evaluation to decision making; to argue indeed
that this is the only real purpose of evaluation. I believe this may be a wrong
direction to take, at least in the sense that there are hazards in ;uch an
emphasis. So, I turn next to:
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Thoughts on Evaluation and Decision Making

The emphasis on "decision maker" has, I thi:lk, several potential dangers.

1. It suggests doing something practical and specific for one person or group
of persons.

2. It suggests a close relationship between evaluator and administrator. I

pecsonally think it is advisable to maintain a firm independence of the
twoand that evaluation should not be defined in a way that makes
independence difficult to attai n.

3. It sets up an expectation that the proof of a good evaluation is whether
the decision maker acts in accord with the evaluator's results. One could
get a reputation for being a good evaluator by being able to persuade most
of his clients to act on his advice; and this has no necessary connection
with the content or quality of the evaluation.

I see no objection to the idea of there being some ultimate decision points in
the mind of the evaluator as he carries 'out his work. This may be a useful
distinction between evaluation and some-kinds of research. If one has a
realization that the purpose of what he does is to provide the best possible
basis for informed judgments (decisions?), his thinking about his task will
surely be influenced. And this will be a different influence from that which
operates on the researcher whose purpose is to discover or explain some
phenomenon.

Consider the subtle and not so subtle influence on one's thinking that might
stem from each of the following key orientations: decision, explanation
judgment.

Decision suggests determination, deciding between alternatives, making up
one's mind. Explanation suggests to account for, to make plain, to make clear
the cause or reason, and to interpret. Judgment suggests good sense,
discretion, to discern circumstances and draw conclusions, to judge probable
consequences. If one's purpose is decision, one enters the field of science; and
if judgment is the purpose, one enters the field of vaiues. Decision is the
realm of administration; explanation is the realm of science; judgment is the
realm of evaluation.

In my view, "decision making" is too narrow a focus for describing the
purpose and role of evaluation; explanation is too abstract, impersonal, and,
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in the history of educational research, has been too limited in what it has
explained; and so I am left with "judgment" as the central orientation for
evaluation studies, based on the proposition that wise judgment demands an
awareness of complexity and consequences, a consideration of values, and the
possession of information relevant to such complexities, corsequences, and
values.

I turn next to some propositions about the nature of systems.

Thoughts on the Nature of Complex Systems

1. All schools or systems or large programs consist of many different
activities.

At the individun: level, a college student hears lectures, participates in
discussions, takes tests, reads books, writes papers, talks with professors,
participates in or attends sporting events and cultural events, meets people,
makes new friends, joins organizations, falls in love, etc.

At the institutional level there are curricula, courses, academic and
nonacademic personnel with various duties, research activities, public
service activities, fund raising activities, political or lobbying activities,
building and planning activities, administrative routines, etc.

This proposition is so obviously true in the observations and experience of
everyJne that no further documentation is needed.

The implication of it is simply that an evaluation must take account of this
range of activities. Data reduction is often useful. But one needs to realize
that data enrichment is also essential.

2. All programs have multiple consequences, many of which are not
objectives or intentions of the programs.

The new high school physics has produced students better prepared for
college physics; but there are proportionately fewer high schoui tludents
who study physics today than there were formerly.

School grades are meant to be a reward for achievement, but the mere
importance that is attached to nrades, the more frequently cheating
behavior is likely to occur.
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Any learning task may have affective results that ate not compatible with a
desire for any further learning of that task.

The conclusion to be drawn from this proposition is that an evaluation
which considers only the extent to which program objectives are attained
will always be an inadequate evaluation and may often be a false or
misleading evaluation.

We need suggestions or rules for determining what range of consequences
ought to be included in any evaluation study.

3. MI programs or systems have functioas that are not the same as program
objectives or as program consequences.

One function that universities perform is to facilitate selective mating,
simply by being a place where large numbers of reasonably bright young
peop le have opportunities to meet one another. This is not an objective of
higher education, nor a "side ef fect" of any particular program. But it is
probably a beneficial function; and if universities were dispersed, or
opportunities for a broad range of acquaintance reduced, the resulting
societal detriment might be great.

Another function that universities perform is to keep large numbers of
young people out of the labor market. Again, if this function was not
served, the societal consequences would be great. But this is not an
object ive of higher education.

So, in any broad evaluation, one needs to find ways of identifying some of
the signiticant functions that institutions or programs or systems have.
And theqe are quite different from objectives or from the "unintended
consequences" of any given program or system.

4. Single instructional programs, within a school or school system, always
interact with other programs in the system.

A math program, or an art program, or a civics program, or an athletic
program is only one part of the total curriculurn or set ot activities in the
system.

Given some finite time period and finite resources, the more time and
money devoted to one program the less time and money there will be for
another p.ogram.
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-V

The conclusion to be drawn from this proposition is that the "success" of
any program must always be judged in relation to the "success" or "lack
of success" of other programs within the system.

5. All programs exist in a context that is larger than the specific program, or
than the sum of programs in the system.

Any program or school is part of a larger environment that may have a
bearing on the success of the school or programi.e., the neighborhood or
community, different social or ethnic or religious compositions, govern-
mental or other external restraints or benefits, etc.

Also, programs or schools are inhabited by different sorts of people who
may have different attitudes, resources, talents, and orientationsperson-
ality, motivation, family backgrounds, interests, abilities, financial condi-
tions, staff training and competence, etc.

These characteristics of inhabitants and environments may have a bearing
on what programs within the system are successful and on what methods
are productive. In an evaluation one needs to identify these possible
sources of influence.

6. When a specific program or product or procedure is introduced into the
system the criteria for evaluating it become "system level" criteriathat is,
the criteria used initially in evaluating the specific product are no longer
sufficient.

I ndividually Prescribed Instruction (IPI) or Computer Assisted Instruction
(CAI) are efficient learning strategies. I ntroduced as a major part of a
school's total program of activity, they may have other consequences
such as retarding socialization, inhibiting creativity, etc.

Gasoline is tested by octane rating. The higher the rating the better the
gas. But this "good" product, when introduced on a large scale into a
system of automotive transportation, now needs to be evaluated by
different criteria and may then be judged differentlyi.e., the higher the
octane rating, the greater the air pollution.

We need to make clear the differences between relevant criteria for
different levels of complexity.
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7. Evaluation requires placing values on different criteria (objectives, con.
sequences, and functions).

One cannot duck these value judgments by pleading impartiality or
neutrality.

Even empirically derived "weights" are dependent in the first place on the
criterion one uses in deriving them.

So, what advice can one give to evaluators about the value judgments they
make? Is it sufficient to suggest that a broad range of values must be
employed and compared? Or that opposing values should always be
considered?

We'll come back to this value issue a little later,

Up to this point I've expressed some thoughts about evaluation of complex
phenomena, the role of the evaluator, and the nature of systems. I do not
mean to suggest that these thoughts are applicable to all sorts of evaluation
problems. Rather, there appears to be a natural congruence or relationship
between the nature of the problem and the nature of evaluation that is
applicable to it.

Some perspective on different views of evaluation may be gained by
attempting to classify the variety of evaluation activities one finds today in a
way that acknowledges the validity of each and the validity of the differences
between them. These differences are highlighted by presenting a series of
contrasting conditions.

Thoughts on Contrasting Concepts of Evaluation

The most important contrast, in the sense that its ramifications are extensive
and obvious, is one that relates to the size, complexity, and duration of what
is to be evaluated. Consider the following:

When the unit to be evaluated is a small unitsmall in size, limited in
scope, and short in timesuch as a half-hour film, a specific unit of
instruction in a single course, a particular method of teaching, or a
programmed text,

Then, the fol lowing cond itions are usual I y true:
1. The treatment (unit to be evaluated) can be clearly and explicitly

defined;



2. The treatment can be compared with alternative treatments or
control groups;

3. The requirements of experimental design involving random assign-
ments of subjects to treatments can usually be met;

4. The assumptions for statistical tests of significance, appropriate in a
hypothesis testing experiment, can usually be met.

Under these conditions, relevant evaluations can be:
1. Directl y related to behaviorally defined objectives;
2. Designed as hypothesis testing experiments;
3. Largel y limited to the intended effects of the program or treatment.

In contrast:
When the unit to be evaluated is large, complex, and of long duration

such as a school system, a total institutional program, or higher
education in the U.S.

Then, the following conditions are usually true:
1. The treatment (unit to be evaluated), cannot be clearly and explicitly

defined because it is not in fact a unitary phenomenon but is,
instead, made up of many units interacting with one another in
varied ways and having varied purposes;

2. Gross differences between treatments can sometimes be found and
compared, but control groups in the usual experimental sense do not
exist;

3. Random assignment of subjects to treatments is impossible except
occasionally in some small segment or limited part of the/larger
treatment;

4. Treatments are constantly undergoing change.
Under these conditions, relevant evaluation:

1. Must consider a broad range of educational and social consequences;
2. Should never be limited by or confined to the stated objectives or

intended effects of the program or treatment;
3. Should look for but may not always find contrasting conditions in

natural settings for comparative analysis;
4. Must employ different methods of treating datadescriptive, explor-

atory, mu ltivariate, etc.
Also, as the unit or program to be evaluated becomes larger, the contexts

within which the program operatescontexts such as organizational and
administrative conditions, the relation to other programs within the
school or system, the nature of the clientele and the community, the
financial resources and their allocation, the atmosphere of the
schoolhave a greater opportunity for influence; and it becomes crucial
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to include a range of such potential I y relevant contextual variables in
one's evaluation design.

As size, scope and duration changefrom small to large, simple to complex,
short to longthere are corresponding changes in the nature and the
procedures of eval uation, relevant to the differing conditions.

One can also classify and suggest the implications of different concepts of the
role of the evaluator and the purpose of evaluation. Again, consider the
fo I I owing contrast ing cases.

14/hen the evaluator is basically a teacher, reformer, or staff officer to the
practitioner and the purpose of evaluation is to improve or change a
program or practice,

Then, the process of evaluation is characterized by:
1. A client-centered orientationin that the clients specify the objec-

tives (usually with help from the evaluators);
2. A cooperative mode of inquiryin that the clients or practitioners;

in addition to the evaluators, plan, conduct, and interpret the
inquiry.

The intended result is decision and action.
But when the evaluator is seen as a neutral social scientist and the purpose

of evaluation is information and analysis,
Then, the process of evaluation is characterized by:

1. An independent orientationin that the range of inquiry includes
but is not limited to the client's intended objectives;

2. A collaborative mode of inquiryin that expertise from relevant
disciplines is brought to bear on the design, conduct, and analysis of
the inquiry.

The intended result is the provision of more complex bases for informed
judgment.

A similar classification or contrast can be considered in relation to the nature
and place of "decision" in an overall conceptualization of evaluation. To
indicate the ends of a continuum, one might say that:

1. When one is concerned with a specific limited topic that is generally
within the control and responsibility of a single individual or small
group, and that can be stated as a choice between clearly defined
alternativesthen, it may be reasonable and useful to view evalua-
tion as directly contributory to the action of a decision maker.
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2. But when one is concerned with a complex topicinterrelated withother topics, of relevance and importance to a variety of individuals
and groups, and involving several plausible and perhaps overlappingalternativesthen, it seems more appropriate and useful to viewevalu ation as generally contributory to informed judgment andpolicy direction.

We've been talking about how evaluation practice is necessarily related towhat is being evaluated. Now we come to some possibly more important andinteresting thoughts.

Thoughts on How One's Practice of Evaluation Reflects, Consciously or Not,One's Concept of Education

There can be little doubt that higher education is being judged widely andvigorously by the public, by students, and by the profession itself. Putanother way, like it or not, h igher education is being evaluated. It is thereforecritical to understand how well it is being evaluated: Who is making whatobservations? What measures are applied? What goals or purposes areassumed? More importantly, what concepts about the enterprise of educationitself are determining what to look for and how to interpret the results? Ifeducation is changingreassessing old values, exploring new directions,serving new purposesthen the scope of evaluation must be broad enough toinclude both the new and the old. Evaluation is both the process and theresult of judging the effects of an educational program. If the process islimited (restricted to certain types of observation) the results will bemisjudgment. In times of social change there is a particularly strong need forbroad perspective and wise judgment. If the tools and concepts of evaluationpractice are not now adequate for this responsible and difficult task, then wemust devise better tools and more relevant concepts.

Thoughts on Changes in Higher Education

The major strains and stresses of higher education today are largely theproduct of very rapid and profound events within the past 25 years.Twenty-five years ago there was almost no large scale government fundedresearch on university campuses; there was almost no federal support forstudent financial assistance nor for campus construction; junior colleges werefew and generally not well accepted; minority groups were conspicuouslyabsent from college campuses; there were more students enrolled in privatecolleges than in public ones; and altogether only about 1 out of 9 young
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people of coilege age were in college. Today 5 out of 9 young people of
college age are in colleges; and about 60% of all high school graduates in the
U.S. go to colleges; nearly three-fourths of all college students are in puldic
institutions, not private ones; junior colleges abound; minority groups are
demanding admittance to and being encouraged to attend colleye; programs
for financial aid to students (the G.I. BWs, traineeships and fellowships in
various fields, and low interest loans) are common; college construction has
been facilitated; and research is a prominent activity in the leading
universities. The task of absorbing and adapting to these changes has been
enormous.

Ordinarily one would advise caution in thinking about the next 25 years; but
to counsel caution today may be more hazardous than to advocate risk. It is
possible that, with in the next 10 years or so, we shall see college programs
that are as much concerned wi th personal development, human relations,
problem solving, and social betterment as with conveying the knowledge and
methods of particular academic disciplines; that we shall have made a national
political commitment to universal higher education; and that as a conse-
quence of these changes we shall see, within the academic community, a more
broadly relevant set of priorities and programs that will bring the universities
and the larger society into closer and more productive relationship in a
technologically dependent but humanely guided world.

The more "humanely guided world" is the key to other major value
changessuch as a reemphasis on quality (quality of the environment, quality
of life, quality of personal relations, quality of work, etc.) and some emergent
belief that one cannot really have both quantity and quality (at least not in
some areas). There is a certain antiscience, anti-technology attitude that is
quite pervasive. This in turn is related to attitudes of anti-bureaucracy,
impersonality, and efficiencythe encroachment of the super administrative
State upon the lives and individuality and privacy and values of everyone.
Dehumanization. The final dominance of the Pentagon of Power, as Lewis
Mumford would put it.

It is the dominance of the mechanical and quantitative sciences that is being
questioned and attacked. This questioning comes from some of our most
respected scholars. Here, for example, are four quotes from Lewis Mumford's
recent book. They refer to the emergence of mechanistic views of the
universe. And although in the physical sciences today the most advanced
researchers and theorists are less mechanistic, the myth of the machine still
dominates popular culture.

12

15



Galileo committed the crime of giving up man's birthrightman's remembered
experience, or accumulated culture. He had no notion that his radical distinction
between the external world and the internal world, between the objective and the
subjective, between the quantitative and the qualitative, between the mathematically
describable, and thus knowable, and the irreducible, inaccessible, unanalyzable, and
unmeasurable, was a false distinction, once human experience, in its symbolized
fullnessitself a deposit of countless ages of organic lifewas left out of account.

If the new science had begun with the observer himself as an essential component in his
cwn scheme, the insufficiency of his mechanical model and his denatured and
dehumanized universe would have been apparentindeed, inescapable. Without
intuitions and memories, without ancient cultural landmarks, the intelligence is

enfeebled, and the report it gives on its own say so is so incomplete, so qualitatively
inadequate, so structurally distorted that it becomes downright false.

What made the new world oicture so potent was that its method of deliberately ignoring
the complex reality of organisms was an immense labor saving device: its pragmatic
afficiency counterbalanced its conceptual superficiality.

All these achievements made the mechanical world picture highly acceptable. In every
department, the sign of quantity or magnitude would, ideally, become a necessary part
of every qualitative judgment. Up to a point, then, the new method was self-validating. It
was only when it concentrated on quantity to the exclusion of form, pattern, functional
organization, design, that the weakness of the emphasis upon so-called primary qualities
became a handicap. Those who developed the mechanical world picture ignored
Liebnitz's salient distinction between accurate knowledge and adequateknowledge,...

The responsibil ity foradequate knowledge is one that evaluators must accept.

Thoughts on Analogies and Models of Education and Evaluation

Many of the analogies and models we use in thinking about education and
evaluation are drawn from fields that have no necessary connection with the
nature and quality of education. Higher education is not a factory, receiving
raw material, processing it, and turning out products having certain
performance characteristics. Nor is higher education a business., distributing
goods at so much per unit cost. Nor is it a bureaucracy run by bosses, with
flow charts, communication networks, decision points, and job descriptions.'
But these mechanical and administrative analogies have their counterparts in
the language of educational research and evaluationthe measurement of
input-output differences, specified performance objectives, college effects,
test score gains, etc. Most recently the popular terminology includes
behavioral objectives, product development, cost effectiveness, performance
contract, management information systems, and accountability. There are
potential dangers in these conceptualizations, methods, and measures: for
they tend to emphasize and reinforce an administrative and efficiency view of
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the nature and purpose of education. Evaluation, if it follows administrative,
management, and efficiency models, can and probably will contribute to the
industrialization of higher educationeducation in which order, duty,
responsibility, efficiency, and performance are the dominant values.

Surely one of the objects of student disaffection with; higher education is
precisely this matterimpersonality, bureaucracy, dehumanizationand
indeed it is a central object of their protest against the larger society. To
reverse what is judged to be a distorted inversion of values we need to develop
more humanc and organic crialogies and models.

The relevant analogies are biological, ecological, organic, psychological,
sociological, and philosophical. A college or university is a habitat, a society,
a community, an environment, an ecosystem. It should be judged by the
quality of life that it fosters, the opportunities for experience and exploration
it provides, the concern for growth, for enrichment, and for culture that it
exemplifies. The question is not just "what does your machine produce?"
but also "how does your garden grow?"

College could be conceptualized as an environment for explorationof self,
of knowledge and skills, of ideas and values, of society, conscience,
community, and commitment. The quality of the exploration and the
character of the environment are inseparable. But we have no them y or
methodology of evaluation that is compatible with this emergent value
system in education or in society.

Thoughts on Some Unmeasured Qualities of Experience and Environment

What are the words one would use to describe the quality of an experience or
the character of an environment?

breadthdepth
pervasive-limited
intense-bland
expansive-restrictive

structured-unitructared
permissive-demanding
personal-impenonal
aggressive-cooperative
friendly-hostile

These are not the words one commonly uses to describe achievement or
production. They suggest new challenges for evaluation.
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Consider some recent conclusions based, I think, on inadequate observations
and on limited concepts of education.

It is said, for example, that Ivy League, selective institutions have less impact
or effect than colleges of lesser prestige. "Good" colleges are not as effective
as "poor colleges! Such conclusions are based on achievement tests and
personality tests. They are, in part, an artifact of the measuring instruments;
but more profoundly, they reflect an "achievement-gain-progress" concept of
education to the exclusion of other concepts.

Is there not also a unique, once-in-a-lifetime experience about going to
college, an experience whose value is not assessed by present tests? College
has a tremendous impact on many people who experience it. There is a flood
of testimony to this effectand especially in the so-called elite institutions. If
our more formal measures don't show it, then perhaps we've just not looked
for the right indicators.

Thoughts on Evaluation as the Conscience of Education

Martin Meyerson once said that the role of an evaluation center was to make
the higher education community educationally self-conscious.

Lester Anderson has amplifild this by stating that through research and
scholarship it strives to awaken the consciousness to opportunities, enhance
sensitivity to the consequences of decisions, suggest alternatives, and foster
introspection and debate on the part of faculty members and administrators.

With these thoughts I heartily agree.

Beyond the contributions that evaluation has made in the service of
management and economy, and educational efficiency and productivity,
there is another contribution that has not yet been fully explored or
pursuedevaluation in the service of conscience, promoting a heightened
awareness of consequences, a more critical awareness of values, and a deeper
concern for the qualities of experience.
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